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The Commonwealth ofMassachusetts
Commission Against Discrimination
1 Ashuburton Place, Boston, Massachusetts 02108
The Honorable Michael Dukakis,
Governor and
The Honorable Members of the General Court,
Commonwealth ofMassachusetts
Ladies and Gentlemen:
In accordance with the Massachusetts General Law, Chapter 15 IB, Section 10,
we are pleased to present to you the annual report for the Massachusetts Commission
Against Discrimination.
The report details the Commission's 1982 efforts and accomplishments in com-
plying with its statutory and regulatory mandates to eliminate discrimination in
employment, pubUc accommodations, pubHc and multiple dwelHngs, housing, edu-
cation and financial credit.
The MCAD is a unique agency. Its activities are often well publicized and hotly
debated. Many of its achievements are frequently misunderstood or rejected on philo-
sophical grounds. Nonetheless, it has, during its tumultuous existence, generated mil-
lions of dollars of relief for victims of discrimination and has stimulated hundreds of
communities to adopt modem equal opportunity and affirmative action policies.
These achievements could not have taken place without the considerable efforts
of a highly competent professional staff. We, therefore, dedicate this report to the
men and women of the Commission.
Sincerely,
Leon A. Brathwaite, II Kenneth J. Cote, Jr. Margot P. Kosberg
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A. Century of
Progress
The Commonwealth of Massachu-
setts first pioneered among the states in
legislating against discrimination in pub-
lic education and public accomodations.
These concerns have now broadened to
include legislation defining discrimina-
tion in such areas as housing, employ-
ment, sex and the aged.
It was six years before the Civil War that the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
first pioneered among the states in enacting laws forbidding discrimination in public
education and public accommodations. These noteworthy efforts, however, failed to
address discriminatory practices in the workplace. Employment discrimination in 185
was not only legal in Massachusetts but, in fact, commonly practiced.
It was not until 1946 that the law prohibiting discrimination in employment wa
passed. The year 1946 also witnessed the creation of the Fair Employment Practices
Commission as the enforcement agency for civil rights legislation.
In 1950, the Commission's name was changed to the Massachusetts Commissioi
Against Discrimination (MCAD). Since then, there have been dramatic jurisdictional
changes resulting from new federal and state laws, as well as court decisions in the civ
rights field. MCAD's responsibilities have grown to absorb these concerns.
Along with the impact of the law, the MCAD's workload has increased tremen-
dously. In the seventies, the number of complaints averaged 1,700 per year — six timi
the average annual caseload of the Commission's first eighteen years. Moreover, recen
complaints reflect the Commission's broadened categories of discrimination.
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The MCAD
Commissioners
The Commission is comprised of three Commis-
sioners, appointed by the Governor to serve staggered 3-
year terms. Each Commissioner is responsible for a
geographic portion of the state.
Commissioner Leon A. Brathwaite, II, Chairman
Leon Arthur Brathwaite II's appointment as Chair-
man of the MCAD in February, 1981, cHmaxes a long
history of civil rights involvement. He began his career
as an EEO Officer at Norris Industry. He has also held
positions with H. P. Hood and Stone & Webster Engi-
neering before joining state service as the State Director
of Affirmative Action in 1977. As the state's Director of
Affirmative Action, Mr. Brathwaite estabHshed policy
programs for state agencies in implementing affirmative
action. Also, while with Affirmative Action, Mr.
Brathwaite was one of the principals involved in the
successful negotiation and implementation of the
Culbreath Consent Decree. Utilizing his affirmative
action experience, Mr. Brathwaite has worked closely
with the A-95 Review Program to establish improved
civil rights programs in Housing, Employment and
Minority Business Enterprise with eastern Massachu-
setts municipalities.
Mr. Brathwaite's civic and community involve-
ment includes the NAACP, the Big Brother Association
of Boston and the Black Achievers Association. He is
currently a member of the Democratic State
Committee.
Commissioner Brathwaite's undergraduate studies
were undertaken at Northeastern University, with sub-
sequent studies through the Massachusetts State Man-
agement Program at the Harvard Business School and at
the John F. Kennedy School of Government. Most re-
cently, Mr. Brathwaite has served as a faculty advisor to
the National Judicial College, University of Nevada-
Reno.
Commissioner Kenneth J. Cote, Jr.
Commissioner Cote is a graduate of the University
of Puerto Rico Law School. He is certified to practice
law in Massachusetts and the federal courts of northern
and eastern Texas.
As a private practitioner in Holyoke, he conducted
a storefront practice located in the heart of that city's
minority district. As a staff attorney with the Dallas
office of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commis-
sion, he represented the U.S. Government in several
million-dollar class actions. He has appeared in Courts
throughout the Commonwealth, Texas and Oklahoma.
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As the Commissioner from western Massachu-
setts, Attorney Cote has administered the operations of
the Commonweahh's Worcester and Springfield offices,
and the A-95 Program for western Massachusetts mu-
nicipahties. He has also overseen the operation of the
Commission's legal arm.
Commissioner Margot P. Kosberg
Margot Publicker Kosberg was appointed to the
Commission in September, 1981, and was appointed to
a full three-year term in March of 1982. Commissioner
Kosberg began her work in state service in 1972, as
Director of the Consumer Complaint Division of the
State Executive Office of Consumer Affairs. Attorney
Kosberg next served as a Hearings Officer, sitting on
several hundred Rate Setting Commission and Civil
Service Commission appeal cases.
In 1978, Ms. Kosberg was appointed Counsel to
the State Office of Affirmative Action, and in February
of 1980, was appointed Culbreath Consent Decree
Monitor, overseeing the implementation of the U.S.
District Court consent decree involving the recruit-
ment, hiring and promotion of minorities in four large
state agencies. In June of 1981, she was appointed Direc-
tor of Administration of the MCAD, serving in that
capacity until her appointment as Commissioner.
Commissioner Kosberg, a graduate of Western
Reserve University, Cleveland, Ohio, and Boston Uni-
versity School of Law, and past president of the Massa-
chusetts Association of Women Lawyers, has worked
closely with the Commission's Legal Division to clear
up numerous cases awaiting public hearing. Commis-
sioner Kosberg was instrumental in the creation of the
MCAD Multi-Cultural Awareness Task Force and has
worked with that group, as well as the MCAD's Advi-
sory Board, to ensure a constructive flow of information
and ideas.
Together with Chairman Leon Brathwaite, Com-
missioner Kosberg oversees the administration of the
Boston and New Bedford offices of the MCAD.
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The MCAD receives approximately one-half of its support from the state. A
seven-year analysis of the Commission's budgets will show that, while the state funded
the Commission with $978,777 in 1975, that funding had grown by only $26,000 in
Fiscal 1982, an annual increase of less than $4,000.
In Fiscal 1981, the MCAD's state budget was $1,054,704. Its Fiscal 1982 budget
was reduced 22% to $859,739. In addition, the Commission received a reduced fund-
ing rate from the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) for failure to
achieve EEOC performance standards during 1980-1981.
The Commissioners were thus faced with addressing issues of agency effective-
ness, productivity and staff morale with a severely diminished arsenal of fiscal resources.
Regrettably, one of the inescapable results of the cutback was the elimination of seven-
teen management, investigative and clerical positions.
Budget Review
FISCAL YEAR
Budget 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983
STATE 978,777 731,175 785.464 795,464 975,000 1,000,000 1,054,704 932,969 1,005.005
FEDERAL 125,000 185,010 320,309 244,920 691,530 392,750 554,527 703,350 1,053.949
TOTAL 1,103.777 916,175 1,105,773 1,039,384 1,666,530 1,392,750 1,609.231 1,636,319 2,058,954
Expenditures
STATE 835,995 679,291 681,083 706,409 863,914 992,917 917.992 914.478
FEDERAL 171,533 162,692 218,530 336,627 349,903 535,398 461.034 481.511
TOTAL 1.007,478 841,983 899,613 1,043,036 1.213,817 1,528.315 1.379.022 1.395.989
In moving to meet the new challenges, the Commissioners developed and imple-
mented the following strategies:
1. Prioritize Resources — A decision was made to grant first priority to all legisla-
tively mandated activities.
2. Maximize Federal EEOC Funding — Efforts would be made to maximize total
funding by meeting all Federal performance standards.
3. Speed-Up Case Processing and Resolution — A concerted effort would be
made to develop and evolve investigative mechanisms that would achieve higher case-
processing efficiency while maintaining federal grant assistance.
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changes in Employed Personnel
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4. Obtain Other Federal Grants — Additional federal grant assistance would
actively pursued.
With the imposition of new management techniques, dramatic results began
emerge by the end of 1982. For example, 450 more cases were closed in 1982 than
the previous year. EEOC performance standards, which the agency had failed to ai
in 1981, were met in 1982. As a consequence, payment for dual-filed cases increase
from $353 to $393 per case. Additionally, as compared to 1981, the agency met all
its contractual obligations with respect to cases closed, having extended the numb
of closings to 1034 in Fiscal 1982 as compared to 661 in the previous period. The
"bottom line" result from these improvements was an increase in funding by EE(
of $105,857
In Fiscal 1981, the first year in which the Department of Housing and Urbai
Development provided funding for the processing of Title VIII complaints, the
MCAD received approximately $64,000 in enforcement-capacity building funds.
Fiscal 1983, the current operating year, the Commission will receive $137,000 in t
category, in addition to $185,000 in Competitive Grants. Incidentally, the MCAI
Housing Program was the recipient of the largest share of competitive Fair Housii
Assistance Program dollars of any similar state or local program in the nation.
Fiscal 1983 Appropriations and Contracts
Fair Housing Assistance Program, Type I - Year III
Fair Housing Assistance Program, Innovative Projects Type II - Year
Fair Housing Assistance Program Information Data Systems
1983 EEOC Age Contract
EEOC Inventory Reduction Contract
EEOC New Charge Contract
EEOC Expenditure Ratification Contract
Total Federal
Total State
Combined Total
$ i;i
II, III
n
4*
$ 9;,^
!,(),(
$1,9 ,^
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Administrative
Services Division
The Administrative Services Division provides
office support services for the Commission at its Boston
headquarters and at three locations across the Common-
wealth. The division is directly responsible for the daily
management of personnel, including payroll functions,
purchasing, accounting, maintenance of physical plant
and other support activities. Another prime responsibil-
ity of the division is that of developing the Commis-
sion's annual state and federal budgets. This administra-
tive area has become increasingly more complex with
the growth of federal contracts awarded to the Commis-
sion, while, at the same time, the state legislature has
imposed new procedures and controls for handling
federal monies. These increased workload demands may
require an augmentation to the division's personnel in
the near future.
In addition to meeting the daily needs of the Com-
mission's statewide operation, the administrative divi-
sion provides Haison to a
The administrative area has become
creasingly more complex with the
owth of federal contracts awarded to
e Commission. At the same time, the
ite legislature has imposed new proce-
ires and controls for handling federal
onies.
number of state and fed-
eral agencies and depart-
ments. Included among
these are the state offices
of Administration and
Finance, Budget Bureau,
Personnel Division,
Group Insurance Com-
mission, Purchasing
Division, State Treasurer, Office of the Comptroller, the
Senate and House Ways and Means Committees, and,
on the federal level, with the Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission.
Another continuing responsibility of the Adminis-
trative Services Division is that of providing informa-
tional services for the Commission. This function in-
cludes the development and distribution of brochures,
posters and other communications to the Commission's
field offices, community and municipal centers, public
service and neighborhood groups and the business
community.
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Case Control
Division !
The Case Control Division bears the primary re-
sponsibiUty for effective management of the agency's
case inventory. It performs the vital function of provid-
ing the Commission and its managers with accurate,
reliable and timely information upon which to base
its decisions regarding the allocation of the agency's
resources.
The division operates from a computerized data
base which contains all relevant information pertaining
to each complaint in the case inventory. One of the most
useful and unusual features of the Commission's Man-
agement Information System (MIS) is its capacity to
determine how much time has elapsed since activity may
have taken place on a particular case. This data enables
managers to isolate stagnant cases and to identify bottle-
necks in the process.
Staff caseloads and production are monitored
through weekly and monthly reports. With such a
support system, division
managers are now able to
identify individual staff
members who may re-
quire assistance and/or
supplemental training.
MIS is also used to locate
procedural impediments.
This identification tool
proved invaluable in
assisting the Legal Division in reducing the Commis-
sion's case inventory by some 40 percent.
The Case Control program represents an ongoing
critical review of divisional interaction designed to refine
and/or replace existing procedures. These programmatic
changes are normally instituted upon completion of
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Management of the Commission's
information system is but one com-
ponent of the Case Control Division's
central planning function. The division
also executes a critical review of divi-
sional interaction and helps initiate pro-
gram changes based on its evaluation.
pilot projects. Two recent examples of such projects
have significantly affected case processing. One involv
the development of an internship program to supple-
ment the Commission's full-time legal and investigati
staffs; another analyzed and evaluated the use of fact-
finding conferences as an investigative tool to accelera
case processing while maintaining qualitative standarc
Division of
Investigations
The Division of Investigations is charged with the
responsibility of receiving and investigating complaints
concerning education and private and public employment
practices. The Division operates through both the main
office in Boston, as well as through the field units in
New Bedford, Springfield and Worcester, where com-
plaints concerning credit and public accommodations are
also investigated.
In its investigations, the Division utiHzes Fact-
Finding conferences. Interrogatories, personal interviews
and on-site visits to search out all fact surrounding the
alleged discriminatory act. During the investigatory
stage, the Division may provide an invaluable service to
both the complainant and the respondent by airing the
concerns and helping to defuse the matter. The investi-
gator strives to both improve conditions and practices in
the workplace and to assist the parties in arriving at a
mutually satisfactory resolution or "Pre-Determination
Settlement."
COMPLAINTS FILED AND CLOSED
With the implementation of its
rly Resolution Process, the Division
Investigation has accomplished its
al of reducing case processing time
d has done so without sacrificing the
ality of its investigative work.
In the absence of
a Pre-Determination
Settlement, the investiga-
tor has the responsibility
of determining whether
the complaint warrants a
finding of either "Proba-
ble Cause," that is, a
finding that more likely
than not there was an act of discrimination committed,
or "Lack of Probable Cause." The investigator's find-
ings are then reviewed by the Division Director and sent
to the Investigating Commissioner who reviews and
approves all such findings. If Probable Cause is found,
the case is then sent to the agency's Legal Division for
3000
2000
1000
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Filed
= Closed
conciliation purposes.
Over the past 12 months, the investigations unit
has been directly involved in helping the MCAD reduce
its long-standing case backlog. With the implementa-
tion of its Early Resolution Process (ERP), the unit has
accomplished its goal of reducing case processing time
without sacrificing the quality of its investigative work.
The division's streamHned performance in this area has
been instrumental in assisting the agency to meet federal
EEOC case processing standards, thus maximizing its
federal funding.
Additionally, in 1982, the division has sought to
broaden the work experiences and the case accountabil-
ity of its staff. One of the most successful techniques
employed in this effort has been the planned rotation of
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"intake" and case assignments. Rather than establish a
separate "intake" unit, where several investigators
would be assigned to receiving complaints, the Division
now assigns all supervisory personnel to an intake rota-
tion. Under this procedure the staff member receiving
or processing the complaint becomes the assigned inves-
tigator to that complaint. This technique has not only
enriched the training of division personnel but has in-
creased their professionalism.
Productivity
1979
1978
1977
1976
1975
10 20 30 40
Complaints Filed and Closed
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The Early Resolution Process (ERP) is actually a composite of several investigative
techniques. In some ways it is a throwback to the late 1960's, when the Investigating
Commissioner conducted his/her "informal conferences" at which both the complain-
ant and respondent would be present. Resurrected and rejuvenated, it is used in conjunc-
tion with the interrogatory to accomplish several purposes: notably, to bring the adver-
saries together quickly and informally and to achieve settlement without protracted
investigation and delay.
Under the Early Resolution Process, an investigation is initiated almost immedi-
ately. Within two days of filing of the complaint, a copy of the complaint is sent to the
respondent. The notice of complaint advises the respondent that it will be contacted by an
MCAD staff person within five days to schedule a fact-finding conference. The respon-
dent is then informed as to who should be in attendance, what documents to bring, and
generally, what format will be followed.
In addition to reducing the length of time it takes to investigate a case, the most
significant purpose of ERP is to provide a forum for the airing of a grievance and possi-
ble settlement of the case. Every innovative change to investigative methods has fo-
cused on the necessity of bringing the parties together immediately after the complaint
has been filed. It has been amply demonstrated over the years that this facilitates settle-
ment in that damages do not continue to multiply beyond the limits of a respondent's
ability to pay.
The ERP process also brings to light those cases where the act complained of may
be unfair rather than illegal. In these cases, settlement may also be possible, as it gives
the parties an opportunity to discuss the issues without blame being accessed.
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i66How To File
a Complaint 55
Ifyou believe you have been discriminated against in employment, ho
ing, public accommodations, credit or education, you may file a complaint
person or by mail with any of the Commission's Regional Offices. Ifyou ar
unable to file a complaint in person, you may call one of the Commission's
Regional Offices, explain the details and ask that a complaint be prepared
and mailed to you for your review and signature.
Rule 3:02 of the Commission's Rules of Procedure specifies that a com
plaint must be filed within six (6) months after the alleged discriminatory a
occurred.
All complaints filed with the Commission should contain the following
information:
• List of names, titles, business addresses and telephone numbers of th<
charged with having committed an alleged unlawful discriminatory
• A summary of the specific acts of alleged unlawful discrimination,
including dates.
• The details of any financial losses suffered as a result of the alleged
unlawful discriminatory act.
Your complaint will be assigned to the Regional Office located closest i
the place of business of the person(s) charged. A determination will be issut
following an investigation.
If a lack of Probable Cause determination is made, you will have ten (1
days after the date of service to appeal to the Office of the General Counsel.
After a preliminary hearing and review, the Investigating Commissioner
may affirm, remand or reverse the finding.
If Probable Cause is found, the Commission will seek through con-
ciliation, to secure your rights and to eliminate any unlawful discrimina-
tory practice.
If conciliation effiarts fail, your complaint will be certified for Public
Hearing by the Investigating Commissioner. Following Public Hearing, a
decision will be issued by the Hearing Commissioner assigned. If the Com-
missioner finds that the discrimination took place, a "Cease and Desist"
order will be issued, as well as order equitable and monetary awards. The
Commission will go to court whenever necessary to enforce "Cease and
Desist" orders.
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Legal Division
1982 was a year of change and improvement for the
Commission's Legal Division. By the end of 1981, the
legal staff had been reduced to three attorneys and was
facing a considerable backlog of cases requiring its im-
mediate attention. During 1982, however, this situation
was substantially turned around.
Perhaps the most important step taken was that of
hiring a new General Counsel and the expansion of the
division's legal staff. Its current staff of nine attorneys,
including for the first time two who specialize in hous-
ing discrimination matters, now possesses a wide range
of experiences in all aspects of civil rights law and
htigation.
In supervising and coordinating the work of the
Commission's nine lawyers and several interns. General
Counsel Edward Doocey has emphasized streamlining
and the use of time-tested legal techniques for processing
cases. As a result, the Legal Divison has earned a well-
deserved respect among
The Legal Division's current staff
nine attorneys now possesses a wide
ige of experiences in all aspects of
il law and litigation. It has earned a
U-deserved respect among the Com-
mwealth's civil rights legal fraternity.
the Commonwealth's
civil rights legal
fraternity.
A close working
relationship between
Commissioners and
Commission lawyers has
enabled the Commission
to realize or exceed many
quantitative and qualitative goals. Major accomplish-
ments of the legal division in 1982 included the follow-
ing activities:
• Issued 31 hearing decisions and decisions of the Full
Commission. This very productive session represents
a record number of decisions promulgated in a single
year.
• Awarded in excess of $300,000 to Complainants.
• Conducted 26 full adjudicatory public hearings.
• Held five Calls of the List (four in Boston and one in
Springfield) which moved an additional 132 cases
along in the process.
• Conciliated 73 cases for a total recovery to Complain-
ants of $275,000.
• Reduced the backlog of cases in the divison from 357
to 213, with reduction particularly targeted towards
older cases.
• Instituted a series of management control systems to
more closely track and evaluate legal case processing
and attorney performance.
Among the thirty decisions issued by the Commis-
sion, in the past year, were a number of cases which
dealt with significant legal issues.
Boiven v. Colonnade Hotel: A Full Commission decision
which set forth a new standard for proving discrimina-
tion through deterrence, and back pay, front pay and
emotional damages.
IPcnd V. Ford, et ah A Full Commission decision affirm-
ing the Commission's inherent discretionary power to
order Respondents to advertise apartment vacancies in
local newspapers.
Gonsalves v. Plymouth School Dept.: A Full Commission
IS
decision affirming a Hearing Commissioner's inherent
discretionary power not to deduct unemployment bene-
fits from back pay awards.
Heath v. Town oj Greenjield Police Dept.: A Single Com-
missioner decision finding that a female reserve police
officer had been denied promotion and equal terms and
conditions of employment on the basis of sex, and was
subsequently retaliated against for fihng a complaint;
and ordering Respondent to pay her approximately
$32,000.00 plus interest for lost wages and emotional
distress, and to hire three women to the permanent
force.
Jones V. Liberty Mutual, et al: A Full Commission decision
affirming the finding of a Hearing Commissioner that
Respondent violated Complainant's civil rights by main-
taining separate benefit plans for males and unmarried
females and thereby charging an additional amount for
pregnancy coverage.
Baker v. Collazo: A Single Commissioner decision hold-
ing that the presence of lead paint in an apartment is not
a defense to a complaint of discrimination in housing on
the basis of the apartment seeker having a child.
RaJJerty v. Triple A Restaurant: Decision of a Single Com-
missioner finding that Respondent restaurant violated
the state's public accommodation law by refusing to
serve a blind customer accompanied by a seeing-eye dog.
Emmons v. Codex Corp.: A Single Commissioner deci-
sion holding that a claim of sexual harassment is action-
able under the state's civil rights law.
In addition to the in-house legal case load, the Legal
Division staff also represents the Commission in a
number of court actions. These include:
Sami V. MCAD — Appeal ofMCAD decision raising
issues on race as a bona fide occupational qualification.
Decision issued by the Supreme Judicial Court affirming
the Full Commission decision.
U.S.Jaycees v. MCAD — Appeal ofMCAD finding
that U.S. Jaycees is a place of public accommodation.
Oral argument presented to Supreme Judicial Court
in 1983.
Chaiken v. MCAD — Superior Court review.
Buckley Nursing Home v. MCAD — Superior Court
review.
Plymouth School Department i>. MCAD — Superior
Court review.
Town oj Framin^ham v. MCAD — Superior Court
review.
Taunton Redevelopment Authority i'. MCAD — Superior
Court review.
Drohan v. MCAD — Superior Court review.
Liberty Mutual v. MCAD — Superior Court review.
University Hospital v. MCAD — Declaratory judgment
action — Superior Court.
State Mutual v. MCAD — Declaratory judgment action
— Superior Court.
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Public Sector
Division
The Public Sector Division (PSD) has three operat-
ing units: the Housini^ and Public Accommodations Unit,
the HUD Grant Unit, and the Civil Rij^hts Review Unit.
As a consequence of extreme budgetary constraints
in 1981-1982, the Commission was compelled to trans-
fer six employees out of Review Units and into Investi-
gative Units throughout the Commission and to ehmi-
nate or merge important programs.
Thus, for example the Compliance Unit was abol-
ished and several of its functions transfered to the Civil
Rights Unit.
A. Housing and Public Accommodations Unit
1981-1982 witnessed a 30% increase in the num-
ber of Housing Complaints filed with the Commission.
This unprecedented increase is attributed to two (2)
factors:
1. The Commission's growing reputation for
effective and timely Housing Complaints; and
These were years of dramatic
lange and contrast within the Public
ector Division. 1981-1982, for instance,
iw more than a 30 percent increase in
ousing complaints, while a reduced
Rights Review staff continued to
lonitor contract performance reviews of
lore than 140 Cities and Towns.
able to expand its housing investigative staff to provide
more efficient and productive services. In 1982, the
Commission received 302 housing complaints and
closed 332 housing complaints. Approximately two-
thirds of these complaints involve the Title VIII allega-
2. An extraordinar-
ily tight housing market
with extreme competi-
tion in Housing Units.
With the assistance
of approximately
$287,000 in HUD Fair
Housing Assistance Pro-
gram support monies, the
Commission has been
tions and were therefore dual-filed with HUD. Under
the dual-filing process, the Commission assumes the
federal enforcement role as well. The Commission is, in
turn, compensated by HUD for its performance in the
investigation of fair housing complaints. The average
time required to process a housing case in 1981-1982
was sixty (60) days, although the vast majority of the
Commission's housing case investigations were com-
pleted within thirty (30) days.
The Commission's decision to reallocate resources
into its Housing Complaints Investigation Program
resulted in its meeting or exceeding all Federal Perform-
ance Standards. It, thus, increased its number of Probable
Cause Determinations by 4%; decreased its number of
Lack of Probable Cause Findings by 29.3%; and in-
creased its Pre Determination Settlements by 19.3%.
Percentage Growth of Federal Funding
1975 1982
11% 43%
Federal Federal
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Public Accommodations
The number of public accommodations complaints
filed by the handicapped with the Commission continued
to increase. The Commission initiated work on pro-
posed handicapped guidelines during the calendar year.
B. HUD Grant Unit
The MCAD has a well earned reputation for its
success in acquiring federal grant monies. Without this
important effort, the Commission could not have imple-
j
mented an effective Housing Program with the less than
$75,000 allocated to it by the state legislature.
In 1982, the Commission successfully competed for
two grants, valued at $300,000. This represents the
largest grant of money ever allocated by HUD to a state
or local Fair Housing Enforcement agency. In addition,
the Commission successfully negotiated two HUD
Processing Complaints valued at $200,000.
Performance Requirement
Federal Grant monies were used to:
1. Hire badly needed Housing Attorneys and Inves-
tigators.
2. Develop and publish the first Systemic Investiga-
tion Manual for State and Federal use ever produced by a
state agency.
3. Initiate a Systemic Investigation Housing Dis-
crimination Program Contract with seven community
agencies to provide Fair Housing Complaint Counseling
II
and Intake Services to area residents. Conduct four
training conferences for advocacy groups and representa-
tives from real estate agencies.
C. Civil Rights Review Unit
II
The Civil Rights Review Program has historically
represented an important aspect of the Commonwealth's
overall civil rights effort. It is, in fact, the state's most
direct link between its Affirmative Action Review Poli-
cies and the various municipalities. Therefore, under-
funding of this vital program affects thousands of citi-
zens who look to the Commonwealth for Civil Rights
relief.
In addition, underfunding adversely impacts upon
the many cities and towns which annually turn to the
Commission for technical assistance necessary to success-
fully compete for federal and state aid. In 1981-1982,
the Civil Rights Review Unit reviewed $200 million
dollars worth of municipal grant applications, but was
limited in its capacity to provide further technical assist-
ance to these municipalities or to fully perform Compli-
ance Enforcement Service to the more than 250 cities
and towns as mandated by state policies.
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MCAD
Advisory
Board
Pursuant to M.G.L., Chapter 6, §48, "The Gov-
ernor shall appoint an advisory board to the Commis-
sion, consisting of not less than twenty-one persons..."
Members of the Board are to represent a broad spectrum
of the citizenry of the Commonwealth including minor-
ity racial, ethnic and linguistic groups, women, elderly
and handicapped persons, members of the business com-
munity in the areas of housing, banking, education and
labor, and members of the local and regional advisory
boards.
The Board functions as both an advisor to the
Commission and the Governor in matters of policy
affecting the Commission and as a monitor of the Com-
mission's programs and policies.
During 1981 and 1982, the MCAD State Advisory
Board and the Boston Area Advisory Council met
jointly. The Boards' activities included a continuous
review of legislation affecting the Commission as well as
lobbying efforts on both legislation and the Commis-
sion's budget, and a thorough review of the Commis-
sion's activities including case statistics (filed and
closed), the early resolution process, and the public
hearing process.
A revitalized Hampden-Hampshire Advisory
Council was estabHshed in 1982. The Council has stand-
ing committees in the areas of legislation, budget re-
view, the complaint process, and municipal comphance.
Multi-Cultural
Awareness Task
Force
The Multi-Cultural Awareness Task Force was
created in June of 1982, through the efforts of Comr
sioner Kosberg, as an expression of the Commission'
i
concern over the increasing numbers of racial and an(
Semitic incidents occurring across the Commonweali
Composed of federal, state and local officials, in
eluding the Civil Rights Division of the Attorney G' -
eral's Office, the Massachusetts Department of Educ
tion, the Community Relations Service of the |
Department of Justice, and community and civil rigH
organizations, educators, and other concerned citizer
the Task Force has been working towards both
community-wide and educational strategies in dealin
with this problem.
As a first step, on October 27, 1982, a Civic Lea
ership Conference on Racial and Anti-Semitic Violen
,
Vandalism and Hatred was held at the State House. 1 e
more than 300 municipal leaders attending (Mayors,
Boards of Selectmen, School Committee chairs, and
School Superintendents), representing more than 10(
cities and towns, participated in a consciousness raisii
session, designed to give them both facts and strategi
.
As part of its "Next Steps Program," the Task
Force is presently focusing its energies on offering spi
ciaHzed assistance to communities in the areas of estal
lishing multi-cultural education programs, training c
police, school administrators/ teachers, and municipa
officials, and estabHshing local human rights
commissions.
20
^uture Directions
I The Commission will continue to
eview and revise its case processing
echniques to insure the highest quality
nd most efficient services attainable,
likewise, it will continue to vigorously
pursue state and federal grants to sup-
ilement its tight budget.
In the years to come, the Commission will continue to review and revise its case
processing techniques to insure the highest quality and most efficient services attainable
under its operational budget.
As a result of the Commission's highly successful 1981-1982 efforts to eliminate
its enormous backlog of post determination cases, key Commission staff members will
be available to recodify the Commission Rules of Procedure and guidelines for mater-
nity leave, sexual harassment and affirmative action.
The Civil Rights review program will be reprioritized and restructured to insure
greater efficiency. Technical assistance to the Commission staff and the agencies of the
Executive Branch will continue to be a key element of this vital program.
Blatant acts of violence against Blacks, Hispanics and Jews continue to plague
our educational system. The Commission will therefore continue to expand its multi-
cultural awareness program.
No agency can effectively function unless it has a sound financial basis. Therefore,
the Commission will thus continue to vigorously pursue state and federal grants to
supplement its tight budget.
Statutory amendments will be sought to improve the Commission's efficiency
and expand the rights of all our citizens.
Programs to train realtors, businessmen, bankers, community activists and mem-
bers of local bar associations in civil rights law will be designed and implemented as the
budget so allows.
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